Dear Paul, 6/6/77 

Your June t was delayed ’ey a side trip to Newark N.J. Came today and X thank you 
for the information in it ana the enclosures. It is helpfu} and it raises more questions. 

I'm glad you approve what I have been quoted as saying. I recall no misquotations and 
there must be stories I have not seen. Today's in the Times I'll 3 ee tomorrow when I'g in 
D.C., whether or not there is a Hall hearing. 

In case the lady-like language of the Los Angeles Member reaches you, "that son-of=a= 
Mtsh lias been out to get use from the first," it is false. While I had doubts I hope you 
share about Downing and Gonzalez, I went to some trouble, including when 1 was ill and weak, 
to ba of help and gaca them a very large stack of significant material. The only reason 
their counsel did not leave with more last ctober is because he did not want to take more. 
This was on *-ing. They were coming on JFK and never did. Not my fault. My break was over 
ethical and legal questions and the cheapest land of r ’hiladelphi.a-lav/yer lying. While 
I have little concern for what is said, mor-e than enough of this is in writing. 

After I wrote you I had a response from EHDA. I'd filed and FOIA request. They 
referred to thfeir S.P. office, as by now you may have heard. 

•ft 

It is pretty farout a if a respect obel luareate lies and says he wa3 supported by 
federal money if in fact he was not. Especially when it is included on the inside— back 
sorer as a required "legal notice." (Even is including a discla imer of the assurance of 
accuracy. ) 

There remains what I regard as a basic questions if not true why did Alvarez say it? 

You have no doubt of NAA mishandling. It is not too late to provide Jim with suggestions. 
We are still in court on that one. 

¥hen I referred to Alvarez having been turned on by students I recalled, I think 
clearly, that he said years ago the animated discussions by and with his students turned 
him on. As I also recall it at that time there were only two books, W and Inquest. I 
recall nothing of this nature in Inquest, at least not in the required detail. Therefore 
I did assume that however he learned, Alvarez learned from W, despite a studied contrary 
pretense in this newer drek. 

You say you recall having little to do with this. I am not asking to criticise you 
and if you discussed it with him what is there to crieize? Nothing, iiy sole interest is 
knowing what happened as it relates here to the possible W original source. 

what I find provocative— and not I'm not beating around the bush with words like 
interesting or fascinating — is "His interest in the head snap started after he asked me 
what the single most convincing piece of evidence for a conspiracy was." 

For a man of science 1 believe any one is inadequate because any one can be equivocal 
or even wrong while many others could be right. From this I am wondering if for his own 
reasons he was locking for what he did — making a basic assault on a mayor criticism of 
the Report and the official account. 

Later you say "Maybe we can agree that the Zapruder film is not simple to interpret" 
as others like Downing think. You have forgotten, perhaps I never told you. Anyway, when 
I wrote about the head^snap part in 1966 (it i- toward the end of WWIl) I believed it 
would not be credited and rewrote it down to almost nothing but a mention. If X do not 
go as far as you do in what is possible inter pretatively if you switch to acceptability 
there is no disagreement. Where there is disagreement is where most disagree with me. I 
do not regard it is scientific or reasonable to isolate individual items of evidence. 

(I've been over three hours yetting this far. The phone, over the Hall hearing in* 
Washington tomorrow and the NYTimes story today, has been busy. * marks the gpot when I 
got a California cala half half ago-last half hour. SO I’m sorry if I am disjointed.) 



There are, I remind you, two separate items, one the .jiggle, as you call it and then 
the Tjjak — ing s as - do« ~ink e s Dock was not out for about another year. But was the 
Alvarez suggested explanation the business of the head moving into' the force that hit it? 
fcy memory has misled me, I thaught the idea originated with Olson. 

'*Thai they appeared i read sons of the books on the V p_ enheimsr case. Alvarez' 
then meant nothing to me, lou say they contain unflattering portraits. Are you saying he 
is one of those who went after 0 and. in doing it presented himself in this unflattering 
way to those who wrote later? My own view is that what happened to 0 was McCarthyism in 
its more principled aspects. You need not agree but .,ith this ay opinion if Alvarez k 
joined in the political hue and cry that is a self-portrait to me." 

Not inconsistent with his Operation •Jason career. I've forgotten the details of it. 

The Eisnehower phraae is ilxtary-Indastrial complex. My recollection is that this was 
big brains justifying everything (that I would net justify). 

There is an undercurrent of defensiveness in your graf where you say of course a 
melon is not a head. I'm not a scientist and I*m not going to go through all that business 
again but I am saying that ah eminence grise of the scientific worl knows better than the 
experiment of w ich you. wars part. I'm glad to know thatSoder and Sagan, of whnm I have 
no recollection, agree with my chicken-fanner' s notion that with the bone in it the 
is relatively rigid. There is much more that can be said than this. More than the absence 
of replacement of bone, nerves, attachment, etc. But this from a ftobel laureate and it is 
called science? You and Oison were kids, perhaps overwhelmed by his reputation. 

Y 

ou do not respond to sy question about where in the melon the shots were aimed and 
about even with an unattached melon would you expect the same reaction if the force were 
applied in the middle as you wouid get with it applied at the top. ¥e have learned much 
since what I remember as the time of those shootings. 

I like on Hewhnli and I've never found him irresponsible. If I've forgotten that 
conversation what you say is an understatement of what 1 thought. Gardner is understating 
considerably and enormously. I do not ask why. It is scant comfort to find that just 
aoout everyone who lias had any contact with the eooioite® has come around to say early 
opinion-ana predictions. (lhave not seen the Bawls story but I'm confident it is also 
understated.) These interruptions just seem like they'll not end. One told sc that the 
committee has issued a vacuous press release attacking Bawls for not waiting another 8 months 
to see that by then they do not have what they now ss&nt believed at long last thev have, 

"no the. ±3 that those who can get other jobs are looking. It is not just on kali and the 
news stories. But on the stories I presume the reporters begin with the assumption that 
they must bo timid to get past the desks and then the desks eviscerate them more, MY 
impression of Haftls is that he is a good person and an first-rats reporter. 

^’11 be out there briefly in a little over a week, 1 have no schedule. I'm going to 
Dallas for some FGIA work and then to LAfor other work. I expect to go to SF just long 
enough to see the Whites. Hal has been silent, unresponsive, for years. T hanks and best. 



